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REMARKS 

are pending in the application. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 1 and2 wereobjectedtobecauseofinfonnalitics. The claims have been 

,een delete. to co.ec.anapp.entc,ericale™H„*ePreHmina..A.en^^^ 
peHoaattbee„dofnnemsapp.p.ate.a.«2basbeenatnend^assussestedl„.heOm« 

Action. Acco«li„6ly.theobjectionstoclai«s 1 and 2 should be withdrawn. 



Claim Rejecions Under 35 U.S.C. § 112 (second paragraph) 

Caims 3 and 9-10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1.2 (second paragraph) as allegedly 
beingindefinite.ForreasonssetforthmoreMlybelow.thisrejectioaistraversed. 

The r^Jection of these claims is based on lac. of clarity between conunon subject matter 
.claln^.i^nt Which Clai:ns3.9andl0depend. The co:n.onsubiecttnatterhasbeendeleted 

from claim 1 ; thus rendering the basis for rejection of the claims moot. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

J ^„ IS TTSr 6 102(6) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Claims 1-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § iu/(.e; <«. 

Number 6,341,145 to Hioe et al ("Woe"). 
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^ cited prior an reference anticipates a claimed invention under 35 U.S.C. §102 only if 
every elen^ent of the claimed invention is identically shown in the single reference, arranged as 
Aey are i. the claims. MPEP §2131; /« Bo.d, 910 F.2d 831. 832. 15 USPQ 2d 1566. 1567 
(Fed. Cir. 1990). Anticipation is only shown where each and every limitation of the claimed 
invention is found in a single cited prior art reference. MPEP |2 1 3 1 ; In re DonoHue, 766 F.2d 

531. 534. 226 USPQ 619. 621 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

AS set forth more fully below. Applicants respectfully traverse the § 102 rejection of the 

claims because every element of the amended claimed invention is not identically shown in 
Hioe, and/or arranged as they are required in independent claims 1 . 2 and 16. 

...Hp p^nd^nt Cl '''"^ 1 ""^l 16 Pa«ent«MY Define Over Hioe 
Independent claims 1 and 16 both require: 

a buffer interface that sends frames to the host central 
processing unit and receives frames from the host central 

'*'^°°^^^a"frame'transmitter that includes a transmit buffer that 
receives frames from the buffer interface and sends frames to the 

a frame receiver that includes a receive buffer that receives 
frames from the network and sends frames to the buffer mterface . . 

In the Office Action, the Examiner points to certain components illustrated in FIGs. 2 and 
3 omoe that allegedly meet these elemenU. For convenience. FIG. 3 .iHioe is reproduced 
below, with the Office Action's allegations juxtaposed thereon. 
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Alleged "buffer 
interface" 



Alleged "transmit 
buffer" 



, cJiSQ^ 



Alleged "frame 
transmitter" 
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Alleged "receive 
buffer" 



Alleged "frame 
receiver" 



With regard to the "buffer interface" limitation, both independent claims require that it 
"sends frames to .he host central processing unit and receives frames from the host central 
processing unit." The Office Action alleges that this limitation is met by UF 300 shown in FIG. 
3. However, it is clear that IIF 300 only has one output line, which is shown going to a 
transmitter block starting with packet processing section 210. However. *e Office Action 
further alleges that the claimed host centra, processingunitismet by ffioelstransmis^^^^^ 
terminal lOl.notsectionaiO. Accordingly. IIP 300 cannot and does not "send[] frames to the 
host central processir^g unit" (i.e. terminal 101) as required by independent claims 1 and 16. 

The Office Action also alleges that //,o.'s "modulation section" 203 meets the frame 
trex^mitter Umitations of claims 1 and 16. Further, the Office Action alleges that elements 306- 
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310 of modulation section 203 meet the transmit buffer limitations of claims 1 and 16. 
Applicants respectfully submit that these allegations are clearlyincorrec. 

at col. 6 Une 57 to col. 7 Une 9, that: 

The data from the input interface 300 is transmitted to a wireless- 
o^keting block (WeP) 302 from the input mterface 300 SLa 
^ MlHrniilnrif 1=-'"r '"-"rnor^tM into a packet for radio 
g^sS " CoSg L radio traiUission. error conti^i l codmg, 

!^^nTf n^sarv are appUed to the packeted data by an encodmg 

irllnH ;ZIv ^-^-- K.n;un«B-mod) ^06 and an ana Qg 
Ullr^l u oenerated. The generated analo g s.gnal .s "'"d n^o an 
rntemedTate frequency^ and by an intermediate frequency moduladon 
SrS-mor308 aJd at the same time, the frequency components oto 
?She oS ed narrow frequency band are suppressed. An intermediate 
S^cy sXhs upconvetL to a radio frequency by a radio ftequency 
SaSck (R?-mod) 310 where the signal power . ^hfied up to 
the transmission level and the frequency components 
o«:upied wide frequency band are suppressed- The amphfied signal is 
radiated from a transmission antenna (TXN) 312. 

Clearly, Hioe's elements 306-310 do not buffer frames. Rather, they receive data packets 
at a predetermined timing via digital signals and convert the digital signals to analog waveforms, 
in fact, elements 306-310 all produce analog waveforms and thus camiot store or buffer frames at 
all. Hioe^s alleged "frame transmitter" thus does not include a transmit buffer as required by 

claims 1 and 16- 

Similarly, the Office Action also alleges that Mice's "demodulation section" 206 meets 
the frame receiver limitations of claims 1 and 16. Further, the Office Action aUeges that 
elements 336-340 of demodulation section 205 meet the receive buffer limitations of claims 1 
and 16. For similar reasons as set forth above in comiection with the frame transmitter, 
applicants respectfully submit that the Office Action's allegations are clearly incorrect. 
Elements 336-340 all work on analog wavefomis and thus camiot store or buffer ft^es at all. 
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and 16. . . 

A. cl^ly Show above, therefore. H^oedoesnot^eet at least these — 

of claims 1 and 16: 

a buffer interface that sends frames to h"^^"""^ 
processing tmit and receives frames from the host central 

P^""?|2e\ransnutterthatinc.udesa.ra^^^^^^^ 

receives frames from the buffer interface and sends frames to the 

"'"""I frame receiver that includesareceivebuffer^at^^^^^^^ 
• frames from the network and sends frames to the buffer mterface . . 

For at least these reasons. Applicants submit that claims 1 and 16 patentably define over 
Hioe and the § 1 02 rejection of these claims, as well as claims 3. 5 that depend from claim 1 . .d 
claims 17-23 that depend from 16. should be withdrawn. 

f,. ^..H..t riaim 1 Furthe r P^tentffblvDefines _OveriiiSg 

in addition to the missing subject matter that is common with claim 16 as set forth above. 

transmit buffer and the receive buffer." 

Tl^is subject matterisnot taught or suggestedbyft... Rather, the Office ActionaUeges 

^at elements 304 and 334 together comprise the claimed encryption/decryption block. However, 
evenifthese two elementscancompriseasingleblock. neither element atone or incombinafon 

^.sendsaBdreceivesframesberweenthetransmitbufferBndthereceive buffer." Rather, 
encoding block 304 receives data from IIF 300 and sends data to the modulation block 306. 

Me—, decod^ng block 334 receives data from demodulation block 336 ^d s.ds data to 
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OIF330. Thereisnosingleelementin/r,-.ethatboth sends and receives frames between both a 
t«^it buffer sndareceive buffer at aU, much less encodingblock 304 or decod^^^ 
aloneorincombinationtogether. At best, the combined blocks 304 and 334 receive data fiom an 
alleged receive buffer and send data to an alleged transmit buffer. Even if combined as alleged in 
the Office Action, they do not both send and receive data between both an alleged transmit buffer 
asd an alleged receive buffer as is required by claim 1 . Accordingly, independent claim 1 fisher 
patentably defines over Hioe for at least this additional reason. 

Tn^^^^^ ^t ri^im 1 6 Fur n^ r Pat^ntahlv Defines Over Hioe 

In addition to the missing subject matter in common with claim 1 as set forth above, claim 
16 requires a Umer block that "controls timing for frames that are sent from and received by the 
system, the timer block thereby controlling interfame spacing and timing." 

The Office Action correctly admits that this subject matter is not expressly taught by 
Hioe. Instead, the Office Action alleges that this missing subject matter is inherent from Hioe. 

Applicants respectfiilly disagree. To serve as an anticipation when the reference is silent 
about the asserted inherent characteristic, there must be some showing that "the missing 
descriptive matter is necessarily present in the thing described in the reference, and that it would 
be so recognized by persons of ordinary skill." ro ntiTi^-ntRl Cbu Co v. Monsanto Co ^ 948 F.2d 
1264. 1268 (Fed. Cir. 1991); .see also Trint^r Indus v Top-USA Corp.. _F.3d _ (Fed. Cir. 
2002) ( "Inherency does not embrace probabiUties or possibilities.") 

In support of its inherency position, the Office Action points to cols. 9 and 10 of Hioe 
which describe techniques for adjusting packet length on the basis of line conditions. There is no 
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suggestion of controlling interframe spacing and timing from these passages whatsoever, much 
less a timer block as required by independent claim 16. 

It is submitted that one skilled in the art would recognize that controlUng packet length 
does not necessarily require controlling interframe spacing and timing. Accordingly, it is 
believed that the Office Action's inherency basis for the rejection of claim 16 is improper, and 
that claim 1 6 further patentably defmcs over Hioe for this additional reason. 

X ^^„A. ^ irrtPnenden' ^-i"'" ^ PatentaMv l)pfines Over Hioe 
Amended independent Claim 2 requires 

processing. " V"- "n«^ra«on! f im pipmpnted bv hardware in aii 
8„.> p-atPd circuit , the incoming frame for time-critical functions, the 
time critical functions including: . 

sending an outgoing frame correspondmg to the mconung frame 

to the host; 

formulating time-critical responses; 
accumulating statistics; and 
updating a media access control state. 

Although consistent with its original form, claim 2 has been amended to even further 
clarify and distinguish the inventive method. In particular, the claim requires that the method 
include time-critical fimctions that are implemented as hardware operations in an integrated 
circuit. This is to distinguish the claimed method from, for example, fimctions that are 
implemented as software executing on a processor. 

In contrast to the explicit requir«nents of amended claim 2. the Office Action relies on 
passages o{Hioe that describe operations of a "channel control processor" (CCP) 368. Without 
addressing each of the allegations in the Office Action regarding Hioe's CCP operations, 
assuming srgu«ido that they correspond to the functions recited in claim 2. they are clearly 
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toplemented as software operations on a processor. For example, at lir.es 50-56 of col. 7. Hioe 
teaches that "charmel control processor 368 determines transmission conditions based on the 
communication demand stored in the input buffer status memory 362 and the infonnation ion the 

line quality sto«d in the line quality memory 364 in accordance with the chamiel setting rules 
stored in the channel setting rule memory 366." The Office Action specifically relies on this 
teaching for the claimed function of "updating a media access eonttol state." 

Because Hioe does not teach, and in fact teaches away &om, the invention required in 

amended independent claim 2. the § 102 rejection of this claim, along with claims 24-3 1 that 

depend thereftom. should be withdrawn. 

r-...^, in.l5. 1^-^^ '^■-th.r Patent«hlY n.flne Ov,r Hioe 
Claims 3-8 and 10-15 depend from independent claim 1 and claims 17-23 depend from 
claim 16. These claims patentably define overi/we at least by virtue of their dependence on 
claims 1 and 16. Each of these claims recite additional subject matter that further patentably 

distinguish them from Hioe. 

The Office Action alleges that the claimed firame transmitter is allegedly met by 
modulation section 203. and the claimed frame receiver is allegedly met by demodulation section 
205. Meanwhile, each of these claims fixrther limit the structure of the claimed frame transmitter 
and receiver, which limitations even further distinguish them from Hioe^s modulation section 

203 and demodulation section 205. 

Claims 3. 10 and 17 require that the frame transmitter includes a transmit state machine, 
and the frame receiver includes a receive state machine. The Office Action alleges that these 
elements are met by transmit antemia 312 and reception antemia 342, respectively. However, it 
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, submiued that one sldned .n .he an would not consider ^ -tcrma to be e.u^^^^^ 
.acMne.Moreover.neither.te„naispanofH...aUe,ed^e.ransn.^^^ 

tos do not meet the express limitations of claims 3. 10 and 17. 

Claims 4 n and 1 8 require that the frame receiver includes a filtering block for filtenng 

^es T^eOfficeActionapparenayaUesesthatH...>sband.passmters 1038 correspond to 

particular pass-band, and as such do not know or care about frames. 

Claims 5. 12 and 1 9 require that the frame receiver includes a retry operations block for 
determiningwhenretra„smissionofaframeisneeded.TheOfficeAcUonpointstocol.9.1ines 

41-62 and col. 10, lines 23-30. which refer to operations of control section 360 and wireless 
packeting block 302. not the alleged frame receiver (demodulation block 205). Accordingly. 
evenif.^..hese operations correspond to the claimedretryoperationsblock, they arenot 

included in the alleged fr^ereceiver.anda.us do not meet the explicit requiremcntsofthe 

claims. 

Claims 6. 13 and 20 require that the frame transmitter includes an acknowledgement 
block for determiningwhenaframe was anticipated and sending an acknowledgementmessage 

corresponding thereto. The OfBce Action points to col. 5, lines 63-66, which refer to ope«hons 
of control section 204a. not the alleged frame transmitter (modulation block 203, Accordingly, 
even if these operations correspond to the claimed acknowledgement block, they are 

not included in the alleged frame transmitter.and thus do not meet the expUcitrequirements of 

the Claims. Moreover, col. 5. lines 63-66 merely suggest sending a test signal for superv.smg 
line quality, and teaches nothing about sending an acknowledgement message corresponding to 
reception of an anticipated frame. 
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Claims 7. 14 and 21 require .hat the ftame transmitter includes a special frames 
generationbloclc. The Office ActionmerelypointstoHGs.9Aand9B. which depict the 

.odulationhlccK203indetail.Neitherofthesef.guresincludesanyelementcaU^ 
^.esse«erationhloc..Mn fact, this wouldheunu^.becauseFIGs.9Aand9B merely fon^ 

modulated analogwaveformsbased on received dataanddo not generate frames at all. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence that Hioe's modulation block 203 includes a special frames 
generationbloclcmuch less one that meets theexplicitrequirementsofthe claims. 

ClaimsS. 15 and 22 depend from claims 7. 14 and 21. respectively, and further recimre 

that the special frames generation block include means for generating beacons. The Office 
Action apparently talces the position that this subject matteris inherent in //.WsCDMA or 

TDMA system. However, there is no teaching of a special frames generation block in 
modulation section 203 at all. much less one that includes a means for generating beacons. 
Accordingly, there is no evidence that H,Ws modulation block 203 includes a special frames 
generation block, much less one that includes means for generating beacons as explieiUy 

required by the claims. 

For at least these additional reasons, claims 3-8. 10-15 and 17-23 patentably define over 

Hioe, and the § 102 rejection of these claims should be withdrawn. 



Neyvly Added Claims 

Claims 32-37 have been added to more clearly point out the patentable features of the 
invention as originally described in the specification. These claims depend from independent 
Claims 1 2 and 16 and should be allowable at least by virtue of their dependence from allowable 



subject matter. 

_ 73169-269870 
Kuskinetal. ATH-033 
Amendment- August 19, 2004 

PACE IW20 • RCVD AT 8/18/20M 5:21:39 PM [Eastern Daytlgm Ttme] ' SVR:USPT0-eFXRF-1M • DNIS:8729308 • CSID:-W502234747 " DURATrON (mnvss):07-08 



+6502234747 



T-510 P. 020/020 F-570 



If any further questions shoe 



attorney 



.tthe number set forth below. 



Respectfully submitted, 
Marie J:DanieiSQJ<R«S-^^" 




Customer No.: 2749S 
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